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time, failing to perceive substantial and unjustifiable risk that manner in which
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court misconstrued evidence concerning manner in which underlying crime of
murder was committed.
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evidence to support defendant’s conviction; whether state failed to produce suffi-
cient evidence to prove beyond reasonable doubt that defendant had constructive
possession of narcotics recovered by police in common area of certain house;
whether defendant’s reliance on State v. Nova (161 Conn. App. 708) for contention
that state failed to establish, in addition to his spatial and temporal proximity
to subject narcotics, existence of other incriminating statements or circumstances
linking him to them was misplaced; whether state relied solely on two hand-to-
hand exchanges observed by police officer and defendant’s proximity to narcotics
to prove constructive possession of narcotics; whether, on basis of evidence pre-
sented, jury reasonably could have inferred that defendant had been selling subject
narcotics from porch of house during time in question; whether jury reasonably
could have concluded that defendant was aware of nature and presence of narcotics
and had dominion and control over them; claim that trial court committed
evidentiary error and deprived defendant of his constitutional right to present
defense by improperly excluding certain photographs of front and back of house;
whether exclusion of photograph of front of house rose to level of constitutional
violation or substantially affected jury’s verdict; whether trial court properly
excluded photograph of rear of house on ground that defendant failed to authenti-
cate it; claim that trial court improperly prevented defendant from showing scar
on his back to jury, thereby depriving him of his constitutional right to present
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trial court properly determined that out-of-court identification of defendant at
arraignment proceeding was sufficiently reliable under federal constitution on
basis of factors in Neil v. Biggers (409 U.S. 188); whether trial court’s findings
as to Biggers factors were supported by evidence; claim that victim’s failure
to identify defendant in police photographic arrays undermined reliability of
subsequent identification at arraignment; whether trial court correctly denied
motion to suppress victim’s in-court identification of defendant; whether trial
court improperly failed to suppress victim’s identifications of defendant under
article first, § 8, of state constitution on basis of Supreme Court’s modification
in State v. Harris (330 Conn. 91) of reliability standard in Biggers with respect
to admissibility of eyewitness identification testimony; whether trial court’s
application of Biggers factors was harmless; claim that unconscious transfer-
ence—mistaken identity of face seen in one context as face seen in another
context—was fatal to trial court’s application of Biggers; whether evidence was
sufficient to support defendant’s conviction as against deceased victim; claim
that jury could not have reasonably inferred that second victim knew that deceased
victim had cash and cell phone in car prior to search of vehicle by defendant
and accomplice, and that defendant, his accomplice or both had taken deceased
victim’s cash and cell phone; claim that defendant could have been convicted of
robbery in first degree only as accessory; whether evidence was sufficient to prove
that defendant acted as principal during robbery; whether trial court abused its
discretion in denying motion to disqualify trial judge, who had presided at prior
trial of defendant’s accomplice, ruled on accomplice’s motion to suppress and
indicated admiration for victim who testified against accomplice and against
defendant.
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Unfair trade practices; alleged violation of Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act

(CUTPA) (§ 42-110a et seq.); attorney’s fees; claim that this court should recognize
rebuttable presumption in context of attorney’s fees for CUTPA violations,
whereby prevailing plaintiff should ordinarily recover attorney’s fees unless spe-
cial circumstances would render such award unjust; whether trial court abused
its discretion in declining to award plaintiff attorney’s fees pursuant to statute
(§ 42-110g [d]); claim that trial court erred by conflating analyses for awarding
attorney’s fees and punitive damages under CUTPA.


